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THE WASHINGTON TIJIES, SUNDAY, AUGUST 25, 1912.

DO YOUPAY TAXES? BO YOD; PAY TOO M0CH? DO YOU PAY TOO LITTLE?

The Times Prints Below the Entire Congressional Report ' on Assessment and Taxation:
TABLES 5. Comparison of assessment ratios

d full-val- ratloi between land nnd
provemeAt values, by ratloi and sec- -

mini. Assess, Full
val. val.

6a a
a i

Per Ter Per Per
cent.cent.cent.cent.

flnWM home, areas 1 46.7 62.3 66.7 43.il

class areas 2 54.6 45.6 67.2 42.8
3 43.2 6.8 63.3 4.7
4 33.0 87.0 88.7 81.3

37.8 62.2 46.4 61.8

areas 5 445 65.5 67.2 42.8

BuriBtsa area 6 62.9 37.1 76.7 23.8

BobWban area 7 83.7 16.3 91.0 6.0
8 66.2 33.8 87.0 13.0
9 65.6 24.5 87.7 12.3

10 6.2 33.8 8.g 10 2

72.8 27.2 K.i 0.5

Total 51.3 48.7 67.1 32.2

These comparisons show clearly how,
under the present assessments, ground
values bear too small a share of the tax
nnd Improvements too largo n share;
and that In every case and section Im-

provements arc thus, discriminated
against, to the injury of the building
industries, of home owners, and of rent
payers, the discrimination being in
favor of tho mere holder of land who,
as holders of land, add nothing to the
growth of tho community, whatever
may bo their activity or public useful-
ness in other capacities.

Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 show how, under
a taxation based upon fc full and true
value assessment, tho burdens would bo
materially lightened on improvements
and placed equitably upon those ground
values which spring from tho activities
and operations of tho Federal Govern-
ment and of the community, and not
from any fact of private ownership of
the fee in land.

TABLE 6. Real estate taxe for 1911-1-

Land. Imp. Total.
Small-hom- e areas.. 1701.258 8W1.S67 Jl.503.123
Middle-cla- ss areas. 283,961 466,833 !?"area 441.859 650.S6O 992,719

Business area 738.174 449.114 1.187.288

Suburban area 379,477 141,436 620.913

Total 2.541,727 2.410.110 4.954.837

TABLE 7. Apportionment of full-valu- e tax
ation at SI per Slew.".

(Increase; decrease.)
Improve- - '

around, ments. Total.
Small-hom- e areas J779.173 ir.03.976 $1,373,149
Middle-clas- s areas 378.614 437,914 816.52S

areas 981,910 734.480 1.716,390

Business arens 1,640.388 499,016 2.13t.4Q2

Suburban areas. ...1,264, 925 133,219 1,398,144

Total 6.043,008 2,398.603 7,443,613
2,614.727 2.410,110 4,954,837

Increase or de-

crease .SOOSl 11,603 2.488,778

11 per 1100 at full value Is equivalent to the
present rate of 11.30 per hundred on two-thir-

valuation.
TABLE 8. Present tax and full-val- tax

compared.

(Increase; decrease.)
Improve-Groun-

ments. Total.
Small-hom- e areas:

Present tax 1701.256 1S01.867 11,603,123
Full-valu- e tax .... 779,173 693.976 1,373.149

Increase or de- -
create 77,917 207.891 129.974

Middle. class areas:
Present tax 2S3.961 468,833 750.794
Full-valu- e tax 378,614 437,914 816,528

Increase or de-

crease ... 94.653 23,919 65.734

areas:
Present tax 441.SS9 650,860 992.719
Full-valu- e tax 981,910 734,480 1,716,390

Increase or de- -
crease 54O.0G1 183.620 723.671

Business area:
Present tax 733,174 449,114 1,187,288
Full-valu- e tax 1,640,386 499,016 2,139,40.'

Increase or de-

crease 902.212 49.902 962.114

Suburban areas:
Present tax 379,477 141.436 520,913
Full-valu- e tax 1,264.925 133,219 1,393,144

Increase or de-

crease 885.443 8.217 877,231

Total present tax.. 2,644,727 2,410,110 4.954,837
Tot. full-val- tax.5,045,008 2,398.603 7,443,613

Total Increase or
decrease 2,600,281 11,503 2,488,776

Taxes Borne Each Category
Under and Under

Assessed value.
Land. Imp. Total.

Bmall-hom- e area 14.0 16.1 30.1
MIddJe-clas- s area 6.8 9.3 15.1

area 9.0 11.2 20.2
Business area 14.9 9.1 24.0
Suburban area 7,6 3.0 10.6

Total 51.3 48.7 100.0

This table Is based on an assumption
of thp same amount of taxes to bo
raised under a full-val- taxation as at
prehent. If the present rate of $1.50 on
n. two-thir- valuation, which equals $1
OB a full valuation, be used the amount
Macd by tho realty tax would be in-
creased 50 per cent, but Its distribution
under full-val- taxation, as set forth
In the above table, Is of the same per-
centage for any rate.

These four tables reveal the fact that
while under tho assessment laud
values bear 51.3 per cent and improve-
ment values 48.7 per cent of the taxes,
under a true valuation and assessment
land would bear as Us proper share of
tho realty tax C7.8 per cent, while Im-
provements would bear but 32.2 per
cent In this change Improve

present and prospective, In
sections of tho District, without ex-

ception, will be materially benefited and
th" benefit will extend to every class
In the community except the land spec-
ulating class, who aim to derive an ad-
vantage and a profit not from their own
exertions, but from tho necessities of
the community. This means that 95 pr
cent of tho community are Injured by
the present unfair and unbusinesslike
assessment, and correspondingly, that
93 per cent the community will he
given the benefit to which they aro en-

titled by a change to the fair, true, and
scientific assessment proposed.

Tables Nos. 10 and 11 give the ratios
between the assessment of land and

values at different triennial
since 1890, showing the steady

lessening of the preponderance of
ground-valu- e assessments to their pres-
ent point of disappearance.
Ttble 10 Ratio of assessment of land

"allies to improvements at triennial
peilod

"Tom L. Johnson assessment"
Of 1893.
Land r. $198,772,672

Revision of 1894:
Land 112.830.383

Reduction 43 per cent.. K5.942.2S9

"Tom L. Johnson assessment"
of 1893.
Improvements 73,802,367

Revision of 1891:
Improvements 78,587,421

Increase 6.4 per cent.....,.
HATIO LAND TO IMPHOVEMBNTS.

I'er cent
Improe- - dlffer-Lan- d

ments ence
Pent. I'er ct Per ct

Johnson assessment 73 27 46

lisLd assessment.. 63 11 li

TABLE ll Ratio of Land Value Assessments .to Improvement Assessment! at Trlen-- 1

nal Periods,

Year. Land.

1890 '.. 176,714,819
1892 198.77J.67a .
1894 112,830,383
1897 104.719.9)3
1900 ; 98,836,683
1903' 119,068,238
190C 186,843,419
1909 151.413,862
1912 i 169,648,481
1912-1- 3 169,000.000

Estimated,
Increase 1894 to 1912;

Land ..,
Increase, per cent , ....,.

Improvements ,...,
Increase, per cent

A recently published statement of the
District assessor indicates that over
19,000,000 for now buildings aro to be
added to Improvement values for 1913-1- 3.

This wipes out the present margin and
places improvements above land assess-
ments for tho first time In over twenly
years, since the inadequate assessments'
of 1889 (pp. 42-- H). Tho land assessments
will bo reduced by tho value of tho con-
demned areas north of tho Capitol by
certain street extensions, school sites,
and church site withdrawals, whereby
land assessments arc apt to fall below
J169,000,000, and Improvement assess-
ments will pass the 1170.000.000 mark
from tho addition of now buildings.

Tablo No. 12 compares the ratios of
land valuo and improvement assessments
and the true value ratios In tho Dis-

trict of Columbia with the assessments
In the tour cities of New York. Boston,
Pittsburgh, and Houston, where scien-
tific systems of assessment have been
established and aro working to tho
great satisfaction of the respective com-

munities.
TABLE of Land

Greater Now "iork
lHiuPittsburgh .... '.".'.'.'.'.'.'.
Houston, Tcx. .'True value.

Average
District of Columbia ;
im.mm nt rv1nmhla. full values

Houston assesses land at 70 per cent

The comparison condemns the narrow
ratio of the District of Columbia shown
bv the present assessment and supports
the ratio shown on the basis of the full

Table No. 13 shows how the records
were manipulated to Increase bv

the assessments on the small
homes and reducing by that amount the
$30,000,000 increase In the triennial as-

sessment of ground values forecasted
by Assessor Richards In his report ror
1910. Ground values for, 1911-1- 2 should
have shown In tho neighborhood or
$181,500,000. instead of $169,643,451.

TABLE 13. Increase of assessments on
old buildings.

Building permits (Including repairs,
machinery, etc.):

$14,75.0.19
bYo 18.43198.,... -14,698,031

Assessments on Improvements:
J909 123,176,892

Increases for new build-
ings and repairs

1910 133,411,800

Increases for new build-
ings and repairs i. 8,999.721

1911 , 142.4ll.5ar.
New buildings, repairs,

and Increases 18,232,4a.

Ijo 160.674.0W?

Increase of Improvement assessments
In 191,0 over 1909 represent 66 per font of
the amount of building -- ermlts of 1909.

Increase of Improvement assessments
In 1911 over 1910 represent 54 per cent
of the amount of building permits of
1910.

It follows that an averago ratio for
tho building permits of 1911 of 65 per
cent will represent tho legitimate in-

crease in tho assessment of new Im-

provements for 1912, as follows:
Now buildings and repairs.

1911 $S,0S3,91A

Reductions In triennial assess-
ments on improvements,

g.OOO.CO)

Net Increase 683.3lS
i

1911-1- 2 assessment on Improve-men- ts

160.Gi4.OOij

1910-1-1 assessment on
142.441,526

N
Difference 18,232.480

Less net Increase 6,183,918

Increase on old build-
ings in 1909 12,148,562

Full value.
Ldnd. Ch'g-e-. Imp. Ch'se. Total.
10.6 3.5 8 0 8 1 IS S

6.0 .8 6.6 d 4 10 9

13.3 4.3 9.8 1.4 23.1
22 0 7.1 6 7 2 4 28 7

17.0 4-- 9.4 l- - 1.2 18.8

67.8 32.2 16.5 100.0

Elimination of buildings In squares
south of Pennsylvania avenue of
$447,100 more than offsets all in-

creases on large buildings In 1912.
Therefore the net increase on Im-

provements la 1912 falls entirely on
the 40,000 small homes, an average
per house of $300.

Table 14 shows the assessment
ratios of land to Improvements In
four business bquares and four resi-
dence squares, to demonstrate that
taxation of Improvements falls more
heavily on residence sections than on
business sections, and therefore that
the present system Is against the
home section .where values aro sta-
tionary and in favor of the business
section where values rise with great
rapidity, and Improvements are a
minor factor.

TABLE 9 Comparison of Percentages of by of Property
the Present Assessment a Full-Valu- e Taxation.

present

ments,
all

of

periods

1,725,051

ion

14.

Square.

222. Fourteenth, Fifteenth, F, and G, N
253, Fourteenth. F, and Q, N.
289. Twelfth, F. and G, N. tv
379. Iv'lnth. Tenth. Avenue,

E,

The ratios of assessments to true
values as given in the several tabu-
lations are conservatively within the
mark. Three tableb are presented,
based on figures taken from the books
of a prominent Washington builder,
showing cost of land, cost of con-
struction, and selling price of three
rows of houses, erected shortly prior
to the triennial assessment. The fig-
ures thus obtained compared with
the assessment. A correct assessment
Is figured from tho statement,
assessing Improvi-iuentr- t at two-thir-

uf construction cost and using the
net cost of the pioperty. instead of
soiling price, aa the basis for the to-
tal ubsesHinent, Thus a basis Is es-
tablished for detei mining the amount
and percentage of underassessment
or overassessment lana, impmve- -
ments, and total, As usual, the better

I
Improve- - Land Improve- - differ- -

ments. values, ments. ence.
Per ct. Per ct. Perot

?60,901,00 .56 44 12
73,86.'.S67 73 ,27 48
78,687,421 59 , 41 18

75.656,925 68 42 , 16

77.730.SS3 66 44 12

89.451,198 67 43 14
102,618.6fl 57 41 14

125,176,892 65 43 19

160,674,008 61.3 48.7 2.8
169,674,008 49.99 61.01 02

856,818,093
51

82,086,683
101

the hoiiso the lower tho proportion-
ate assessment. Houses in
selling prlco from $6,500 down to
$3,976 are given. Theso ropresent
three classes of hemes, of which thou-
sands have been built In recent years,
each of which is ovorassessed in di-
rect gradation, according to price.
Tho $6,600 homo Is assessed at 73 per
cent of its net cost, the lf,000 homo
at 76 per cent of not cost, and the
13,976 home at 80 percent of. Its net
qost. Tho asHCSi ments In each In-
stance show a total disregard of the
spirit of tho law, which calls for a
separate assessment of ground and
buildings at the C true valuo of each,
and a total disregard of the funda-
mental principle of scientific assess-
ment, which declares that improve-
ments shall be assessed at the cost of
construction. Tho net cost Is tho. true
criterion of value and not tho inflated
price, even though It contains the

Values and Improvement Values.

Improve- - Improve
iAnd. ments. I.nnl. ments.

Per ct. Per ct.
14,553.925,277 t.'.GSTiMOMI,! 63 37

6V,,4M.S0p 4(51.179 GOO bO 40
499.7ti'. 71 2l't. 873.1.17 67 33
67.183,370 13.2b3.7JO
81.690,600 63,05), 8b0 61 .39

62 75 37.25.
169,648,481 160.674.008 61 3 48.7
504,500,863 21. 880.5(2 67.9 32.2

and Improvements at 23 per cent of true value

profits which mnv he legitimately due
to the heavy expenses of promotion,
financing, and carrying. Those aro
elements which do not enter upon
tho value of the property, and should
be disregarded, as every sound auth-
ority holds. In tho matter of the pub-
lic assessment

TA1II.E 15 Home-are- a Assessments and
Values.

How of IIousch on fourteenth Street,
Near Huchanan

'Cot.

land
J
6 c t

S0E5 55M W

2,187 feet J0.70 $1,600 17,600 5,000 86,500

I

I 5
as,

Assessed 2,187 $0.30 $656 83,000 83,6&

Correct as- -
sesment 2,187 .47 1.CO0 2.J33 SVB3

I --and:
Underassessed . S344

Ter cent
Improvements:

Overassessed .' $664

Per cent 28

Total- -

Overassessed 832.1

I'er cent 9

Land assessment to true value. 43 per cent.
imnrnirmfnt assessment to true Milue. 86 per
cent total assessment, 73 per cent of net
cuai, uo per inn ui cuing pine.
Seventeen Houses on Parknood Place N. W.,

East of Fourteenth

Cost.

c c

Land.

I!
Eft

o x
H 8 ui n

1,850 feet $0.75 $1,400 $2,500 $3.00 $5,000

B V E4St f--

Assessed 1.&50 $0.25 $463 $2,500 $2,963
Correct as-

sessment 1,850 .50 933 1,(66 2,600

Land:
Underassessed $163

Per cent 50
Impiovements:

Overassessed $834
cent CO

Total:
ONerasseraed $363

I'er cent 14

Land assessment to value, 33 per cent.
Improvement assessment to true value, 100
per cent; total assessment, 76 wr cent of
net cost, 59 per cent of selling price.

Cost.

Land 8 I 2.
2 c 1
2. ?? .i5, i . u.c

1.624 feet.... $0.17 $600 $2.760 $rrj!0 $3,975

a k
-

? o

Assessed .. 1.624 feet $0 40 $650 $2,000 $2,650
Correct as-
sessment ...1.624 feet .2 400 1,840 2,240
Land:

Ox eraeSresed $250

Per cent 60

Improvements
Overassessed $160

,Per cent
Total:

0erassessyl $1
Ter cent 18

Land assessment to true value 109 per

Itatlo of
ground

Ground. Improve-
ments.

value to

W $1,560,615 $524,600 3tol
W .'.203.504 fit 9. 300 4 tol

1 297.031 2S4.100- - 4Vitol
and D N. w.. 817,816 4 tol

$61,519 $188,300 1 to 3
79,79.' 190,600 1 to 2.33
33.711 1C3.900 1 to 3

101,169 237.500 1 to 2.3

cent; Improvement assessment to true value.
72 per cent; total assessment. 80 per cent
of net cost, 67 per cent of selling price.

Tho following tabulations, Nos. 16, IT.
and 18, show certain overassessments
on mlddlp-clns- s houses on the one
hand, and undertsgcssmejitg of the
sites of notable propetlles In the north-we- nt

on the other. The tabual'?n of
assessments and list prices In irass.i-chusct- ts

Avenue Heights shouul b.i
coupled with the Information that the
list pricv inuj be subject to dlbv-ount- s

which, however, are liable to be with-
drawn a hiiv time.

The list prices tire regarded
representatives of the proprt as weM
witnin iiw prospects or advances in
tne immediate luture -i. in

' that area, are assured that thefo

TABLE Assessments.
IN IlfSlNLSS SQUARES.

Thirteenth.
Thirteenth,

Pennsylvania

ranging

IN RESIDENCE SQUARES.
166, Sixth, Seventh, E, and F, S. V

859, Sixth, Seventh, 1). H. N E
Fifth. Sixth, and F, N E

2851, Thirteenth, Fourteenth, Harvard and Columbia, N.W .

are
book

Its

in

its

Per

true

by tin

ami
S35,

prices rej resent conservative valuation?
I which will soon be Dasscd by coming

advances throughout that area.
TABLE 16. Assessments of middle-clas- s

houses.
Testimony of Mr. Harold E. Doyle, pp.IS2-263.- J

Hold" or Awes-offere- d

at sed.
1223 N street N. W $6,700 I,06
1613 O street N. W 5,500 4,700
1614 19th" street N. W 7.600 6,35
128 Massachusetts avenue.. 17.W0 15,408.

36,700 32,58:

Correct 'assessment 124.467
Overassessed (24 per cent) 6.093

TABLE 17-- Assessments In Klnc-Hes- l-

dencc Area.
(Testimony of Mr. llnroM E. Doyle.)

Assessed True value' Ir foot, per foot.
Letter house 85.25 115.00
Boardman house 3 m 7.00 8.00
Wadsworth house 6.1U 15 00
Ijirz Anderson house 2.1.5 00
Edson-Bradle- y house 3.8" 11 00

house 3.00 8 no
Senator Clark property... 4.83 1.00
Kcan house 4.00 jfi.no
Dupont house 2.00 6 00
Btonelelgh Court 4 00 12.W
Portland 4.00 S0.O0
Rochambeau 4.C0 10.00
Lots 7, 8, 9, square 2512.. 3.00 10.00

GENERAL NOTES ON TESTIMONY.
Lowering the High Cost of Living.
Thus it is seen from the foregoing

sections that If real estate were taxed
at tho same rate of 1 per cent on its
true value, the 40,000 small homes of
tho District would pay less taxes than
they aro now paying on. what Is. sup-
posedly two-thir- value, while the ss

homes would pav no more, tho
business and areas would
pay appreciably more, nnd the subur-
ban area would pay very considerably
more. The burden would be lessened on
Improvements and increased on ground
values. This would be merely harmon-
izing tho spirit and letter of the law
and at the same time would bring a
heavy Increase of revenue Into the DIs.
trlct treasury.

Tom L. Tohnson Pronhecv In 1802
Twenty years ago a select committee

tho

tho

House, to Inquire, into pont on tne north Ma8gachu-th- o

and real I 8etts avenue, between Seventeenth
tho of Columbia, and Eighteenth (p. 188). The

as the Committee, said I ment this house, one the most
v.i tab, ' tnu raised from

TffirL!2? $55,000 in tho assessment of 1908-- 9 to
the assessment UU-ll- ItCAVciaV the and the propertyImprovement the Federal District

lias been, iy tne increase 1 r innu vsiuw,
to give hundreds millions to the
fortunate few, but to Increase the cost
of living to such a degree as to make
it a serious question with many the
officers and employes the National
Government who nrc called on to live
here, and If this tendency continues

only will salaries pnlii to em-
ployes tho United States soon become
entirely inadequate to the scale liv-

ing for which they were Intended, but
the Capital of the American Republic
must ere long present such n contrast
between luxurious Idleness and poverty-stricke- n

workers as can be exceeded In
no capital of confessed aristocratic
countrlei."

Cancer Spots In Washington.

If could properly be stated
conditions in tho Dlstilct of Columbia
20 years ago, how much more strongly
could the case be presented today.

President Gompers said before your
committee :

"There are women and children in the
District Columbia to whom $3 or $5

or $10 means In many cases tho
difference between having a piece of
meat at a meal once or twice a week, or
not having It In many cases It means
shoes for one or two the youngsters
for n vear n 388)."

Tho lionnlnn- - committee of the publlc- -
spi'Itnd Monday Evening Club Wash- -
It. Jtnn sajs in one or lis receni re
n Ik.

Thorn In Wnshlncton 25S blocks
. which have Inhabited alleys. Tnese al

coiuain J, Uft tiweiniiK nuunco, aim
annroxlmatelv 16.000 Inhabitants
The two startling factH, which should
venrs nco have sweDt these alleys out
of existence, are. first, that one out of
every three, children horn In these by-
ways dies within the first jcar of life;
and, second, that these houses with their
disease and crime fill the center of many
blocks rimmed with splendid houses and
hotels (p. 441).

No profound study the laws gov
erning Incidence Is re-
quired to see- - how equalizing assess-
ments on real estate will lessen the dire
poverty and of the alley
slums while reducing the high cost
living to the greater part of the popu
lation.

As Assessor Richards (pp. 216-21- Mr.
Charles C. Glover (pp. and
others have attested berore your com-
mittee, lessening taxation on Improve
ments tends to encourage Improvements,
while Increasing taxation on ground val
ues tends to force Idle land Into use,
and thus lower the price. With build-
ings cheaper and land cheaper, and the

lowering of rents, the great
muss of the population of tills District
would Indeed be benefited, without

the return on active capital.
Concentrated Holdings.

Assessor Richards In his testimony as-
serted that there was a much larger
proportion of owners to j)leces prop-
erty In the District of Columbia than
elsewhi-i- (p. 41). But the table of ex-

hibits he furnished contradicts his con-
tention Washington has 3.6 parcels to
each taxpayer. Philadelphia parcels
to each taxpayer, lloston 1.1 parcels
each taxpayer, Rochester, N. Y., 1.09

parcels to each taxpayer. As a matter
of fact, Washington makes the worst
showing among the cities presented In
the assessor's table, one most nearly
approaching It being New Orleans,
where the proportion is 3.06 parcels to
each taxpayer.

The concentration holdings of land
In the District of Columbia has main-
tained pace with growth of the city,
notwithstanding the splendid assistance
towurd home owning resulting from the
beneficial acttviles of several largo and
well-manag- building and loan asso-
ciations. The gross underassessment of
the great suburban unimproved area has
encouraged the of large
unbroken holdings and tho asking of
Buch prices for land as to discourage
home building and owning. What ac-
tivity has occurred in this latter re-
gard has been In splto of land

not because any alleged help
from It. The speculative builder Is a
builder rather than a land speculator; a
producer rather than an approprlator.

uctlve producing powers are asso-
ciated with the speculative price of land.
But the land speculator per se Is not a
producer all. He merely appropriates
what others produce. He Is active:
he Is passive. He merely waits until
tho necessities others lji the com-
munity compel them to pay the owner's
price for permission to uso a natural
element which neither lie nor any other
man produced, but which was created
by Creator of Universe.

Checked Building Activity.
The. gross overassessment and burden

upon Improvements have proved a seri-
ous handicap to the home owner and
rent payer and to the building Industry
nnd vast ramification of activities
that wait upon them. Already the blow
has fallen (p. 439). Flulldlng activity, as

by permits issued by the Dls-
tilct building inspector's office, main-
tained a high and level to
the month qf May. From then on it

been tending downward, not only
each month successively, but In com-
parison with the corresponding mouths
of last year This Is the sum-
mer the building Industry of Wasnlng- -

tun has experienced In a number ofyears.
On the other bond, your committee

may very properly quote, from a com-
munication from Hon. J. J. Pastorlza,
tax commissioner of Houston. Tex., 'as
to tho effect, In .that city of partial
exemption of Improvements from taxa-
tion. Mr. Pastorlza 'writes (p. 410):

"The effect' resulting from tho partial
exemption from taxation of personal
property and Improvements upon land
in Houston has been magical."

''In tho first six months of 1912 there
were 219 more buildings erected than in
the ilrst six months of 1911, and the vat-u- p

of these buildings erected in 1912
amounted to threo times the value of
the buildings erected in 1911. which, goes
to show that tho partial exemption of
Improvements . from taxation
Huh hud the effect of stimulating the
htltldlntr IndUBtry. It also has
effuc't of the number of land
sales without depreciating the price of
land. So that It appears that tho assess-
ment of land 70 cents on dollar
of lis full value and taxing It for city
purposes at the rate of $15 per thousand,
with an addition of the State tax of $8.60
per thousand, or a total of $23.60
thousand valuation, will not lower tho
selling price of land, but will stlmulato
Its sale at an advanced price. This
makes a tax rate of 2.25 per cent on a
70 per cent valuation of land and a 25
per cent valuation of Improvements.
This Is ''Qtilvnlcnt to a tax of $15.61 on a
full valuation of land and a tax of $6.57

a full valuation of Improvements.
"In lull assessment of land values

in Houston Increased 25 per cent
over the former assessment. At the
beginning of 1912 land values were
equalized, and all land was assessed
at 70 per cent of Its fair selling value.

Buildings and othor improve-
ments upon land and tho machinery of
manufacturers were assessed at 25 per
tent their values. In fact, there was
moru done to relieve Industry from
taxation In Houston during 1912 than
has been done in any other city in the
United States up to date."

Du Pont and Pinchot Properties.
One Interesting Incident of the vag
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'ghbood uncovered In the assess
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Rerlah Wllklns, editor and proprietor
of the Washington Post. It Is very
moderately assessed now. It was gross.
lv underassessed in 1908-- 9. The ground
was and still Is assessed at $2 per foot,
and that on fashionable Massachusetts
avenue, where $7, $8. and $10 per foot
Is the current price. For comparison,
n, lot at the corner of Tenth and L
streets northwest, in a deteriorated
neighborhood surrounded by antiqua-
ted and shabby improvements, is as-
sessed at $2.25 per foot.

The correspondence with Hon. Glfford
Pinchot (p. 455-45-6) discovers the fact
that his magnificent home at Rhode
Island avenue and Scott Circle is un-
derassessed some" $44,000, the assessment
on both ground and Improvements being
about 60 per cent of a conservative
valuation of the property. Mr. Plnchot's
public spirit In voluntarily obtaining a
competent estimate of the value of his
property and furnlshwK it to your com-
mittee is worthy of the highest com-
mendation.

The Man Who Painted His Porch..
The committee callB attention to the

very different but no less remarkable
caso of Mr. William, J. Carey, a ma-
chinist In tho Government Navy Yard,
tho assessment nn whose Btnali home
was Increased $500 over the previous
nssessm nt, placing a gross valuation
on his property of J1.MS above the two-thir-

of Its real value. Mr. Carey. In
simple but graphic words, describes
(p. 325) his own plight as a laboring
man endeavoring to rear his family
In comfort, and the worso plight of
his neighbors, less well situated thar
himself, but equally oppressed by the
Increased assessments. One of these
was a widow and one a cripple.

"Kvery year," said Mr. Carey, "we
spend about 60 cents each for paint.
We paint all the woodwork and Iron
porches of our houses. In the front
we hove little hedges I have a little
evergreen hedge, it was given to m
by some friends. Tho painting and tho
hedges m..ke the place attractive. Wo
make It a point to make our homes as
nttractlvu as possible. The only Im-
provement on which the Assessor could
raise the assessment on our property
was the painting and the green hedges."

"Wagon Judgment."
As showing the way assessoral

"wagon Judgment" worked In increas
ing the assessment in square after
square or tne small nomes ror tne ivu-1- 2

triennial period, the following ex-
tract from the evidence may be offered
(pp. 145-14- Mr. MCKenzle, one of th,'
assistant assessors being on the stand:

Mr. George I am not raising any
question as to whether the assessment
now 1b not a true assessment. I am
assuming that it is a true assessment.
Hut my objection is that you have in-

creased tno assessment on these Iden-
tical buildings 15 and 20 per cent, ana
In the face of tho fact that these build- -
Inge are worth perhaps 15 or 20 per
cent less man mey werj men (the
preceding triennial assessment).

Mr. McKenile Yes; but not because
we believe- the improvements Had en-
hanced in value, but simply to carry
out the law that we shall assess them
at two-thir- of their value.

Mr. Gejrge At the time of assebs-ment- ?

Mr. McKcnzlc Yes.
Mr George And you base that on

what data?
Mr. McKenzIe Our ludgment.
Mr. Geoige Is there anything on the

record that will show me or any Mem-
ber of Congress why these changes
were made?

Mr. MoKenzle No; because we went
Into tho neighborhood Into the streeta
and asked men. and got an kind of
information that we could.

Jfr. George Is It a matter of Judg-
ment?

Mr. McKenzio Yes, sir.
Mr. George And Is there nothing to

go on?
Mr. McKenzIe No.
Mr. George If you nave Information

you cannot put that Information down'
Mr Mcllenzle No; because we are in

the field In the wagon.
Mr. George Now. so far as this

committee is concerned, it is. a more
matter of Judgment in regard to the
assessors getting the true value?

Mr. McKenzIe That Is our Judgment
in tho matter. Now, sometimes we do
make n note In the field book that this
property fold for a certain amount ot
money Just lead-penc- il notes. I don't
know where to look for them now.

The Assessor Did Not Know.
One of the squares In which the small

homes not now, but old buildings
have been subjected to Increased as-
sessment Is No. 497, between Four-and-a-ha- lf

and Sixth and G and H streets
southwest. The increase was 85 per
cent. The testimony shows what the
assessor had to say about that transac-
tion (pp. 147-14-

Mr. George What do you say in re-
spect to this square 497?

Mr. Richards Sixty-si- x houses in
1908-- 9 were assessed at $61,500. The same
improvements In 1911-1- 2 were assessed
at $83,000, or an Increase of $21,500.

Mr. George An Increase of what per
cent?

Mr. Richards Thirty-fiv- e per cent.
Mr. George This seems to be a huge

increase?
Mr. Richards Yep.
Mr. George How do you account for

it?
Mr. Richards Only on the fact tbat

that squaro wan assessed too low

Mr. George Who wero the --assessors
before?

Mr. Richards Well, I think tho last
trIcnnlaL assessment was probably car-
ried over and based on tho one previous
ti that

Mr. George But who wero tho as-
sessors at tho last triennial assessment
preceding this one?

Mr. Richard --The same men who aro
tho assessors now.

Mr. George Name them, please.
Mr. Richards Mr. Kalbfus, Mr. Mc-

KenzIe, and Mr. Trimble.
Mr. George Did they call your at-

tention to this incrcaso at the time?
Mr. Richards No'; that was made In

tho field.
Mr. George Have you realized that

the Increase was 35 per cent?
Mr. Richards I have not looked Into

that particular square. I knew that
there were squares down there In which
there had been Aonsldcrablo Increase.

Mr. George Did you know that there
was any square in the whole of tho
District of Columbia where the Incrcaso
of the assessment of old Improvements
was as much an 33 per cent this year
over the last triennial assessment?

Mr. Richards No. That would have
required my adding up all the different
squares and getting the squares of last
year added up and comparing them.
Mr. George But this Is such a remark-
able increase that it ought to have
come to your attention, either becauso
there have been some extraordinary
changes there or becauso It Involved
some new method: or. If you please.
a new guess and new Judgment Was
your attention drawn to this 35 per
cent increase In square 497?

Mr. Richards No.
Mr. George And the first time you

realized It has Just been as a conse-
quence of this Inquiry?

Mr. Richards I realize that there had
been a great Increase in the southwest
section In some of the buildings, but I
had not compared any particular square.

Mr. George Was your attention
drawn to square 497?

Mr. Richards Not to any particular
square. Mv attention was drawn, how-
ever, to the fact that they had In-

creased tho buildings all over the south-
west section.

Mr. George Do you know of any
other squares In this general section
where the Increase has been as much as
35 per cent In the assessment of old
buildings?

Mr. Richards I do not. because I
have not gone into comparisons in that
way.

Mr. George Have vou asked Mr. Mc-

Kenzio or any other of the assistant
assessors whether there were any other
squares In tho southwest section mo as-

sessment of which has been Increased
as much as 35 per cent over the assess-
ment preceding?

Mr. Richards It would havo been Im-
possible for Tne to have asked any such
question as that, because this has Just
been called to mv attention, that there
has been an Increase in this particular
square: but I was acquainted with the
fact that there were increases all over
tle southwest section in regard to the
buildings.

Mr. George Now, what Is the nature
of the buildings on square 497?

Mr. Richards Part of them frame,
part of them brick.

Mr. George What percentage of frame
buildings, would vou say?

Mr. Richards About a third of them
frame.

Mr. George Are those fine, substan-
tial, durable frame buildings?

Mr. Richards No; they are all old.
Mr. George Well, they are all pretty

old buildings?
Mr. Richards Yes; they are all what

we might call a cheap class of buildings.
Mr. George The. price of the houses In

the assessment of 1911-1- 2 would indicate
that thev are very Inrerlor, and. as a
mattor of troth, none of them Is under
five years old?

Mr. Richards No; I think they are all
old houses..

Mr. George And the brick buildings?
Mr. Richards Thev have been there a

long time, most of them.
Mr. George And the deterioration of

buildings of that sort is very rapid?
Mr. Richards-Y- es.

Guess and Guess Again.
"Our method of assessing buildings,"

testified the assessor. "Is to arrive as
nearly as possible at the cost of con
structing Buch a building and allowing
for a certain amount of depreciation
for the time in which the building Is
assessed" (p. 67),

When this assertion became the sub-
ject of inquiry in tho examination. It
was found to be practically without
standing. The assessor's office was un
able to furnish any taoulatlon of tho
standard ot construction cost or any
case In which the ex parte and inter
ested statement of an owner had been
analyzed and sustained from an inde
pendent source.

Favoring the Willard Hotel.
Moreover, when attempts were made

to apply a rule of construction cost to
any building in detail, .the rulo failed.
In the case of the New Willard Hotel
(p. 131), the lowest possible construction
cost of the superstructure was placed
at $1,500,000. The assessment on the
superstructure was but $700,000. Under
the two-thir- ds rule tho superstruc-
ture should have been assessed at
not less than $1,000,000, and tho
claim of the assessor that this mag-
nificent, thoroughly maintained, and,
enormously profitable hotel should be
allowed a 30 per cent reduction for de-
terioration, Is without Justification.

Another notable instance is tho caso
of the assessment on tho Cairo apart-
ment house (pp. This building
Is assessed at $202,000 on its superstruc-
ture. On that basis a cost Is Indicated
of less than $2 per square foot of floor
space. This gives for this splendid and
notable property a rate of valuation as
low as that of p. cheap two-sto-ry brick
house in the District of Columbia. Tho
Cairo property pays handsome dividends
on a valuation of $1,000,000. It cost not
less than $750,000 to eract; and whiles It
was built over twenty years ago, Its
cost in a period of cheaper material
was so low and its architecture so far
In advance of its period that It is today
a thoroughly modern fireproof and

property, whose superstruc-
ture should be assessed at not less than
$100,000, or twice the present assessment.

The cubic-fo- ot rule applied to tho Now
Willard was 33 1- -3 cents. A rule of 60
cents applied to the Hlbbs building on
Fifteenth street, brought out a basis
of assessment below its cost, which was
$210,000. The Now Willard Is a more
expensively constructed cdlfico than tho
Hlbbs building. The advance in tho cost
of material since the New Willard was
erected would Justify an assessment at
an advance of the reported cost, Instead
of 30 per cent below a grossly inade-
quate estimate. The cost factor used
by the board of assistant assessors
on the Barber & Ross building (p. 119)

at the corner of Elevonth and G streets
nothwest, which Is merely an open-space- d,

warehouse. Is
as high as the one UBed on tho New
Willard, an elaborately constructed
modern hotel, and much above that
used on the Cairo.
Working Against Small Improvements.

When the email and middle-clas- s

houses came up for consideration, "cost
of construction" was thrown overboard,
and "selling price" was substituted,
impossible of separation from tho total
selling price of land and Improvements,
and Invariably working against improve-
ments. The assessor was unable to see
any difference between cost of construc-
tion and selling price, nor any other
way of handling the problem.

As shown in Mr. Purdy's testimony
(p. 297) and in the assessment of Cleve-
land (p. 445), tables of construction cost
In all classes of buildings, of deteriora

tion, both physical and of type, ara
easily applicable to the great Improve-
ment of tho method and equality of aB--'
ssessments. The use of proper forms
will rcduco tho assessment of improve-
ment of 95 per cent of building to amero clerical function.

Irregularity In Handling Appeals.
An illustration of the irregularity in

tho present handling of appeals Is
shown in tho caso of the assessment of
tho west 20 feet of lot 92, square 195, No.
1526 P Street NW. (pp. 64-- 56). This had
been assessed at $1.50 per foot for theground, and $4,000 for tho improvements.
Mr. William J. Meyers, tho proprietor
0.ih,.B Property, made an appeal on tile
16th day of May, 1911. He stated thattho true valuo of tho ground was $L80per foot, and tho value of the improve-
ments. $5,400; and that he was willing
to sell the property for that amount
ThlB would have indicated that theproper assessment of the ground would
be $1.20 per foot, and of the improve-
ment, $3,500.

The board of review reduced Mr.Meyers's assessment to $1 per foot fortho ground and to $3,000 for the
Similar reductions wero made on otherproperty In that square, and it open

tho transaction to tho
opinion, cither that In assessing at $1.50per foot originally and $1,000 for im-
provements, the assessors did not knowmuch about values In that neighbor-
hood, or that In reducing the assess-
ment 33 3 per cent on the ground and
25 per cent on tho impiwcments, theywere showing unduo consideration.

The present triennial assessment ismarked throughout by hundreds of in-
stances of peculiar transactions in con-
nection with assessments and the re-
vision of assessments, and which aminadequately explained by the general
lack Of BVStom and Cinnfimlnn nt matUnA
which was apparent at every step inthe Investigation of the assessor's of-
fice machinery.

Deterioration of Improvements.
It must be obvious that since the law

requires a separate assessment on
ground and improvements there can bo
no way of arriving at the value of tho
Improvement separately from the
ground, save by first determining the
cost of construction and then allowinc
such margin as a proper consideration
of the elements of deterioration as may
havo had their effect. Every businessman and real estate dealer knows thatImprovements begin to deteriorate fromthe date of occupancy. Under modernconditions, in handling real estate, aman might as well hope to sell a suitof clothes after he had worn It for thesame price which he paid his tailor asto sell a modern house after It has beenoccupied several years at the prlco atwhich It was purchased when new.

There are buildings In Washingtonagainst which heavy assessments arelevied, but which are merely encum-
brances upon the ground. Tho businesspoint of view would charge off thesuperstructure, recognizing that the en-
tire value is in the ground, and that theground would bo worth more with thobuilding removed than the entire value
pf the property with the building stand-
ing. Were the assessor to adopt thispoint of view, which Is the correct one.there would be a material shrinking Inthe assessment of old Improvements
and a more than corresponding Incre-
ment In the assessment of ground
values.

The Value of "Friendship."
A striking instance of the underas-

sessment of large holdings is described
by Mr. Herbert J. Browne, In the tes-
timony (pp. ):

There is no particular discrimination
in favor of individuals, save and except
as those individuals represent a class.
The large acreage holdings are given
the benefit of the greatest discrimina-
tion. Very small and fragmentary par-
cels of acres under tho edges of thelargo holdings In a sense receive some
benefit from "the drippings of the sanc-
tuary," but yet they, have been found
to bear a higher rate per acre than theirlarger neighbors.

Perhaps the most striking Instance of
underassessment may be found In con-
nection with the property known as
Friendship, owned by Mr. John R. Mc-
Lean, proprietor of the Washington
Post and former president of the Wash-
ington Gas Light Co. Mr. McLean Is
ono of the largest property owners andtaxpayers in the District of Columbia.
The holdings in Friendship consist of
76.92 acres, bounded on the caBt by Wis-
consin Avenue and on the west by Ari-
zona Avenue. Massachusetts Avenuo
(extended) nearly touches Its southern
border, and Idaho Avenue when extend-
ed will run diagonally through it. Sep-
arated from Cleveland Park only by
Wisconsin Avenue and the car tracks, It
is the most notable suburban estate in
the District of Columbia.

On one side of the avenue Cleveland
Park property Is assessed at 20. 25, SO,

and 33 cents per square foot, equivalent
to assessments of from $8,700 to $15,250
per acre. These assessments do not ex
ceed 40 per cent of the valuo of the
property, which Is held and sold at
prices ranging from $15,000 to $40,000 an
acre. There arc 43,660 feet In an acre.
In fact, choice lots In Cleveland Park
are not to be had at $1 per foot

Make what allowance mav be figured
for the cost of laying macadamized
roadways and sidewalks, which, how-
ever, usually find the major expense
somewhere In the District budget, and
then note that Mr. McLean's property,
requiring practically no grading and ly-

ing on the better side of Wisconsin
Avenue, Is assessed at $3,600 per acre.
Twenty thousand dollars per acre would
not buy it. The assessment on tho im-
provements is it25,000. Twenty-fiv- e thous-
and dollars will not pay for the stone
wall which runs In front of tho prop-
erty. x

The Queer horeham Case.
A Btriklng instance, which in part il-

lustrates this principle, occurred in con-

nection with tho assessment of tho
Shorcham Hotel property (pp. ).'

Tho assessor testified before your com-

mittee that he learned of an offer of
between $SOO,000 and $900,000 which had
been made for this property. Without
here questioning the advisability of as-
sessing any property on the flimsy
foundation of an offer not consummated
In a sale. It may bo stated the assessor
Increased the rate on the ground $2 a
foot but increased tho assessment on
tho hotel superstructure 25 years old 60
per cent that Is. from $200,000 to $300.-00- 0.

In the estimation of Mr. Stell-wage- n.

who may surely be considered
a leading authority on District real es-

tate values, tho Shorcham Hotel is an
antiquated structure, which should be
torn down to give place to a modern
Btructuro in harmony with the neigh-
borhood. It is obvious that any and all
Increase In value In the Shoreham Hotel
property was an Increase In tho value
of the ground and should havo been so
assessed. But to do that would have
compelled a readjustment of the assess-
ment In the entire square and in tho
adjacent squares. Had this been done
those assessments would have yie-Ge- i- d
large Increase of revenue to the Dis-
trict and would have been in harmony
with the notable advances In realty val-
ues which havo occurred In that neigh-
borhood. This Instance derives peculiar
significance from the fact that, as re-
vealed by the assessor himself, the offer
for the Bhorenam properly originated
with Mr. John R. McLean, who owns!
all tho rest of the property in thati
square.
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